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Benefits of

U.S.-India Civilian Nuclear

Cooperation

resident George W. Bush and Prime Minister Manmohan Singh concluded

a landmark agreement on March 2, 2006, that would place India’s civilian

nuclear program under international safeguards and enable full civilian
nuclear cooperation with the United States. It would benefit Indians economi-
cally by enabling India to purchase nuclear fuel and technology from the United
States and other countries, to help meet growing energy needs.

President Bush has promised to ask the U.S. Congress to change a U.S. law, the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, in order to implement the agreement. Such a modifica-
tion requires a majority vote in the U.S. Senate and in the House of Representatives.
As part of the effort to win this approval, the White House issued this explanatory
document on March 8 to dispel some misconceptions about the agreement.

CRITICS: The U.S.-India civil nuclear cooperation
deal will accelerate the nuclear arms race in South
Asia.

COUNTERPOINT: This is a historic agree-
ment that brings India into the nonproliferation
mainstream and addresses its growing energy
needs through increased use of nuclear energy
in cooperation with the international commu-
nity. The United States has no intention of aid -
ing India’s nuclear weapons program. India’s
plan to separate its civilian and military nuclear
facilities and programs will allow other nations
to cooperate with India’s civilian facilities to ex-
pand energy production. Those facilities will be
under International Atomic Energy Agency
(IAEA) safeguards to prevent diversion of tech-
nology and materials to India’s military pro-
gram. Greater use of nuclear reactors to
produce energy for the Indian people will not
undermine regional security or stability.

CRITICS: Doesn't this initiative effectively recognize

India as a nuclear weapons state?
COUNTERPOQINT: No, the United States has

not recognized India as a nuclear weapons
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state. The 1968 Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty
(NPT) defines a nuclear weapons state as “one
which has manufactured and exploded a nu-
clear weapon or other nuclear explosive device
prior to January 1, 1967.” (The United States,
United Kingdom, France, Russia and China ex-
ploded nuclear devices prior to that date.) India
does not meet this definition, and the United
States does not seek to amend the treaty.

Ambassador David
C. Mulford; R.
Nicholas Burns,
undersecretary of
state for political
affairs; and Foreign
Secretary Shyam
Saran in New Delhi
at an October 21,
2005, meeting, one
of many held over
the past year to work
out the U.S.-India
civilian nuclear
agreement.

CRITICS: Only 14 of India’s 22 nuclear power reac-
tors will be safeguarded under its separation plan,
and India’s two developmental fast breeder reactors
will remain un-safeguarded. With these facilities,
India can produce enough nuclear weapons to signif-
icantly expand its current arsenal.

COUNTERPOINT: The understanding the
United States has reached with India will sig-
nificantly increase the number of Indian nu-
clear reactors under IAEA safeguards, as well
as bring associated facilities under safe-
guards. At present, only four of India’s nuclear
power reactors are under safeguards. Under
its civil-military separation plan, India has
agreed to place the majority of its existing nu-
clear power reactors and those under con-
struction under safeguards and to place the
other associated upstream and downstream
[input and output] facilities that support those
reactors under safeguards. Furthermore, India
has committed to place all future civilian
power and fast breeder reactors under safe-
guards.

This agreement is good for American secu-
rity because it will bring India’s civilian nu-
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clear program into the international nonprolif-
eration mainstream. The agreement also is
good for the American economy because it
will help meet India’s surging energy needs—
and that will lessen India’s growing demand
for other energy supplies and help restrain en-
ergy prices for American consumers.

CRITICS: Doesn’t this initiative create a double

standard and won’t it encourage rogue nations like

North Korea and Iran to continue to pursue nuclear

weapons programs?

COUNTERPOINT: It is not credible to com-
pare the rogue regimes of North Korea and
Iran to India. Unlike Iran or North Korea,
India has been a peaceful and vibrant
democracy with a strong nuclear nonprolif-
eration record.

Under this initiative, India—which has
never been a party to the NPT—has agreed to
take a series of steps that will bring it into the
international nonproliferation mainstream.

Iran and North Korea are very different
cases. They signed and ratified the NPT and
gave lip service to adhering to their interna-
tional obligations. Through their covert ac-
tions, however, they broke the very non-
proliferation commitments they claimed to
follow. Additionally, both regimes have iso-
lated themselves from the international com-
munity and are state sponsors of terrorism.

India, on the other hand, has agreed to take
steps that will bring it into the nonproliferation
mainstream, including:

e Placing its civilian nuclear facilities under
IAEA safeguards and monitoring;

e Signing and implementing the Additional
Protocol, which allows more extensive in-
spections by the IAEA;

e Ensuring that its nuclear materials and tech-
nologies are secured and prevented from
being diverted, including recent passage of
a law to create a robust national export con-
trol system;

e Refraining from transfers of enrichment and
reprocessing technologies to states that do
not already possess them and supporting
efforts to limit their spread;

e Working to conclude a Fissile Material
Cutoff Treaty;

e Continuing its moratorium on nuclear test-
ing; and

e Adhering to the Missile Technology Control
Regime (MTCR) and the Nuclear Suppliers
Group (NSG) guidelines.

CRITICS: This initiative will weaken or unravel the
global nonproliferation regime. Creating an excep-
tion for India will lead Pakistan and Israel, who are
also outside the NPT regime, to insist on a similar
deal or cause other nations to withdraw from the
treaty.

COUNTERPOINT: India has stood outside the
global nonproliferation regime for the last 30
years. Through this initiative, India will enter the
international nonproliferation mainstream,
thereby strengthening the regime that
continues to play a vital role in
enhancing international secu-
rity and stability.

pursue nuclear weapons and would result in
the loss of access to nuclear technology for
peaceful purposes.

Pakistan and India are different countries with
different needs and different histories. The United
States’ relationship with Pakistan, which has
Major Non-NATO Ally status, follows a separate
path that reflects our countries’ strong commit-
ment to maintaining close ties and cooperation,

including in the war on terror. However,
Pakistan does not have the same

All nations that are Workinggether for intend to pursue a simi-

nonproliferation record as India,
1 nor the same energy needs.
The United States does not

ENERGY SECURITY AND
A CLEAN ENVIRONMENT

Welcomed the successful completion of discussions on India’s [nuclear facilities] separa-
tion plan and looked forward to the full implementation of the commitments in the July 18,
2005, Joint Statement on nuclear cooperation. This historic accomplishment will permit
our countries to move forward toward our common objective of full civil nuclear energy
cooperation between India and the United States and between India and the international
community as a whole.

Welcomed the participation of India in the ITER [experimental] initiative on
fusion energy as an important further step toward the common goal of full
nuclear energy cooperation.

Agreed on India’s participation in FutureGen, an international public-private partnership to
develop new, commercially viable technology for a clean coal near-zero emission power
project. India will contribute funding to the project and participate in the Government
Steering Committee of this initiative.

Welcomed the creation of the Asia Pacific Partnership on Clean Development and Climate,
which will enable India and the United States to work together with other countries in the
region to pursue sustainable development and meet increased energy needs while address-
ing concerns of energy security and climate change. The Partnership will collaborate to
promote the development, diffusion, deployment and transfer of cleaner, cost-effective and
more efficient technologies and practices.

Welcomed India’s interest in the Integrated Ocean Drilling Program, an international marine
research endeavor that will contribute to long-term energy solutions such as gas hydrates.
Noting the positive cooperation under the Indo-U.S. Energy Dialogue, highlighted plans to
hold joint conferences on topics such as energy efficiency and natural gas, to conduct study
missions on renewable energy, to establish a clearing house in India for coal-bed
methane/coal-mine methane, and to exchange energy market information. O

party to the NPT are permitted full access to
nuclear technology for peaceful purposes but
are prohibited from pursuing or possessing
nuclear weapons (except for the five recog-
nized nuclear weapons states). The United
States does not expect nations to withdraw
from the NPT. Any move to withdraw from the
NPT would clearly signal a nation’s intent to

lar civil nuclear cooperation initiative with
Pakistan.

The status of Israel is not comparable to that
of India. Israel has not declared itself to be a nu-
clear power, nor articulated such extraordinary
energy needs. As for other Middle Eastern
countries, the United States expects all NPT
parties to live up to their treaty obligations. [
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